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Introduction
Today, actors in policymaking and planning for land use are often faced with demands of handling processes of increased fragmentation, differentiation and complexity in society. It shows, for instance, in situations with coordination problems between public authorities, NGO´s, private companies and citizens, but also internally in political-administrative organisations. Traditional top-down and hierarchical administrations and organisations often find it difficult to deal with such problems. As a consequence there is a growth in new and more networking, dialogue-oriented, flexible and inter-sectoral organisational settings and ways of cooperating. (see Hajer & Wagenaar, 2003; Dryzek, 2000; Forester, 1999; Castells, 1996; Bogason et al, 2004).

In social and political science such changes have been characterised as a move from government to governance. Based in the research project Town, Road and Landscape, see http://www.bvl.aau.dk/english/ (​http:​/​​/​www.bvl.aau.dk​/​english​/​​), this paper intend to discuss the character and extend of the changes in relation to selected examples of urban development along motorways in Denmark. Focus is on a discussion of the coordination of urban development in East Jutland – in the `urban corridor´ from Kolding to Randers. In this area the Danish Ministry of the Environment proclaims that:  

There is a need for a close coordination of urban development wishes of the municipalities… A close and obligatory cooperation across the new municipalities and regions is a basic condition. The Ministry of the Environment and the Ministry of Transport and Energy will initiate dialogue between the involved municipal councils and regional councils and the state on the future development of the urban corridor in eastern Jylland. The dialogue will focus on how to ensure coordinated and appropriate regulation of land use in the urban corridor in eastern Jylland based on the need for creating a new framework for development. (Danish Ministry of the Environment, 2006)

Coordinating the development in land use along the motorway and the East Jutland urban corridor requires coordination between different authorities and regulations as well as the involvement of companies and land owners. As indicated, a coherent approach to the urban development along the motorways in East Jutland seem to fall outside established authorities, and hence a coordination of the development is likely to require the establishment of new organisational settings or new types of governance.

Initially, this paper provides a short overview of the acclaimed movement or change from government to governance. The following section documents and describes some of the considerations underpinning the current tendencies in urban development in the East Jutland urban corridor. The documentation is based on studies of (mainly municipal) land use policies and plans and on interviews with public and private planning actors in the municipalities of Skanderborg, Hedensted and Fredericia. Finally, the three examples are discussed more explicitly in relation to regulatory and planning approaches. In context of the apparent move from government to governance, what can these three examples tell us? Does the development indicate new ways of policymaking and planning? And given the national level plans to initiate more cross-authority dialogue and cooperation in the East Jutland urban corridor, what can be learned from studying the three cases?

The new way – from government to governance
During the latest 10-15 years, policymaking and planning activities seem to have changed in ways that increasingly have been characterised using terms of dialogue, cooperation, networks and new public management.​[1]​ In general, it is claimed that hierarchically organised institutions increasingly find it difficult to handle contemporary and often rapid social, technological and economic changes through schematic top-down regulatory approaches – also in relation to spatial planning and regulation of land use. In response to the apparent limited range of predefined and set solutions and approaches, it seems that new, more informal and often ad-hoc oriented practices are emerging. It shows, for instance, when municipalities in cooperation with interest organisations, citizens and developers, at a very early stage in the policy and planning processes, put together tailored organisational settings for discussion of complex planning issues (e.g. urban regeneration or new urban development processes). Such practices and settings have been termed as dynamic or fluid networks, in which there is primarily a focus on argumentative, debating and communicative approaches and an increased attention and reflexivity concerning `the-rules-of-the-game´. (See Hajer & Wagenaar, 2003; Bogason et al, 2004; Dryzek, 2000)

It seems there is a move from monocentric, hierarchical and often rather closed ways of governing towards more open, networking and polycentric approaches. It is often illustrated by more interactivity and cooperation between relevant parties and a broader, sometimes atypical, distribution of work and resources in the attempt to solve collective problems. For instance, it may not necessarily be the municipal planners who produce the first plan proposal or collect data and useful information for a planning process – it may as well be carried out in an active and early cooperation with citizen groups, interest organisations and investors. In those cases the planner moves towards a more facilitating and process-oriented role, as an alternative to a traditional regulatory and content-oriented role.

In other words, focus is on concrete and pragmatic local problem-solving and joint responsibility. Continuous performance-based and collective learning in more open-ended and often ad hoc arrangements become potential building stones of alternative strategies and practices. In many ways, governing is still a business of traditional hierarchical institutions of government. However, according to Hajer and Wagenaar (2003, p.3) such new practices seem to offer and open up opportunities for learning and change in exactly those circumstances where classical-modernist institutions have failed to deliver.

A fundamental precondition and driving force in the new ways of governing seem to build on perceptions of interdependence and mutual trust between involved parties, and a perception of a need for coordination and cooperation across different interests. Such perceptions arise because many real-life problems are recognised as being simply too complex, too unresolved or too unstable to be handled sufficiently (and with minimal use of resources) by a central or single actor alone. It is often the case that one actor do not possess the kind of knowledge that other actors may have as their natural basis – and it would be too costly for the former actor to build up that knowledge on its own. In other words, cooperation and collaboration is not driven by idealism and attitudes of `just-want-to-do-the-right-thing´, rather it is propelled by perceptions of necessity, needs and optimised and more efficient problem solving.

Hence, the move from government to governance is about improving decision-processes and -systems and the capacity to get things done, not just as a result of the power and authority of formal institutions, but rather as a consequence of collaboration between varieties of actors (Stoker, 1998; Sehested, 2002). It implies the active involvement in collective problem-solving of actors and resources outside the sphere of traditional government. It implies the advent of new types of institutions that are collaborative, involving different stakeholders, self-organising, and uniquely tailored to context, opportunities and problems (Hajer & Wagenaar, 2003). Its mode of collaboration and action seems to embed a focus on `authentic dialogue´, rather than `rhetoric dialogue´, (see Innes & Booher, 2003) because it is considered a genuine and mutual need by the involved actors. 

However, such a positive constructive approach rests in the precondition that there exists, in the specific situation, a critical mass of actors and interests who believe in (or can be convinced of) positive synergy-effects and the possibility of establishing win-win solutions where it seemed less possible at first. Finally, it is important to point to the impression that the new ways of governing are rarely considered (in the literature) as a substitute to traditional government, but rather as an add-on. Thereby, proponents of governance approaches also make themselves less vulnerable to criticism concerned with the representative form of democracy.

Urban development processes in Skanderborg, Hedensted and Fredericia
This section shortly documents and describes concrete experiences with urban development processes, in particular concerning business development areas in the East Jutland urban corridor. Focus is on the cases of Skanderborg, Hedensted and Fredericia. The cases are not claimed to be representative or particularly critical in relation to the more theoretical aspects of this paper. Rather, the cases should be viewed as examples or `snapshots´ that may be useful in further discussing and characterising movements towards more network-based ways of policymaking and planning for urban development and land use. In which ways can those examples contribute to such a discussion? And finally, given that dialogue and cooperation seems to be the future official agenda for the East Jutland urban corridor, what can be learned from those examples? And what could other and similar processes learn?

Skanderborg – land use and planning under pressure
In a Danish context, Skanderborg is one of the smaller municipalities in terms of area. The municipality has about 22.000 inhabitants, and because of a significant share of nature protected areas it seems to be more or less restricted in its possibilities for finding new areas for urban development.​[2]​ This results in a certain pressure on planning for land use:

We have actually started getting problems with taking in more land for urban development. We are able to dispose of all areas that we prepare for business development and housing. In relation to business development areas we have hardly been able to follow the demand, and we have probably also been a little behind (A)

The municipal strategy for location of areas for business development has primarily been focused on proximity to the motorway. In general, the business development areas in Stilling, east-southeast of the motorway, have been sold and transformed into use. Nearby, but on the other side of the motorway, a new area has come into play during the last couple of years. The planning and implementation of such new business development areas seem to have been dominated by project planning and single-case approaches, rather than long-term and coherent planning. Developers often buy land, put together a project, and then they contact the municipal administration at top-management and mayor level in order to have a local plan produced. In some cases developers attempt themselves to produce a proposal for a local plan in order to confront the municipality. Such approaches can be viewed problematic:

It is a bit up-side-down that we [the planners] enter the process at such a late stage, where we are being told that these areas are practically already sold… We know the law, we have local knowledge, and it is often so that local plans need to be negotiated with our normal cooperation partners, such as the Ministry of the Environment, the County, the Police, etc. A developer can´t do that. The County will not make deals with a developer without the participation of the municipality. (A)

In 2005, the municipal council in Skanderborg approved a new municipal plan, however on the condition that certain objections raised by the county had to be resolved. The objections mainly concern the proposed location of new urban development areas for business and housing. The municipal plan also mentions that it is a problem to find new areas for business development within the 12-year horizon of the plan. In other words, Skanderborg seems to have problems in following the development through municipal planning. It can partly be explained by the overall pressure already existing on area use (given the nature protected areas) in the municipality.

However, the primarily single-case and top-down oriented approach in realising areas for business development in the municipality also seems to reflect a lack of clarity and certainty in cooperative procedures in local planning processes in Skanderborg. It seems there is a lack of cooperation between the municipality, the county and other planning authorities, and also between the intentions expressed by leading local politicians and the professional planning expertise embedded in the municipal administration. The local municipal political-administrative organisation does not seem to be sufficiently oriented towards settings and cross-sectoral, interdisciplinary, open and cooperative practices that may help resolve such issues.

Hedensted – dialogue on business development and drinking water
Hedensted has less than 17.000 inhabitants. During the latest 5-10 years the municipality changed its strategy in relation to the overall municipal planning.​[3]​ Traditionally, focus has been on Hedensted and Løsning as residential urban areas with a number of industries and storage companies located along the motorway. However, in the last few years the municipality has aimed to change its industrial image and tried to attract new and more knowledge-based companies and employees. This has resulted in the idea of developing an area named Kildeparken, between the motorway and Hedensted town. The area is mainly flat, but earlier activities (extraction of gravel) have created an area of lakes and a varied nature that connects to a green area into Hedensted town. Kildeparken is meant to contain businesses, but it is also a water resource – an area protected for drinking water purposes. This has led the municipality and the county to agree, in cooperation, that it should be seen as a special challenge to try and establish a coherent plan for the area.

We had a very close cooperation with the county. We discussed if it was possible to establish a new type of business area, in which it was to be guaranteed that the local drinking water would be better of than if you continued using the area for agriculture? A special agreement was made between the county and municipal councils… we were allowed to plan for the area, but on special conditions that have been described in detail in the agreement. (B)

Close cooperation with the county was established from the very beginning in 2001-02, when the first written (municipal) note describing the idea of Kildeparken was handed over to the county immediately. Instead of choosing confrontation and a `war on paper´ because of the rather obvious conflicting sector interests, both authorities oriented themselves towards a dialogue.

In the plans I have contributed to, the regional plans in 2001 and 2005, Vejle County had a lot of focus on dialogue – dialogue with municipalities and between politicians. They have been very active in inviting municipal planners from different sectors and in involving them in dialogue over different issues… In stead of us sending them [the County] a local plan that they could just reject through raising a written objection, then they actually call us first and ask `can we make a deal that you change these formulations in this and that way?´ Then we [the municipality] says yes, and the County limit themselves to just sending a letter in which they write `we do not raise objections to this local plan under the condition that these formulations are changed´. It means that we do not need to negotiate afterwards. Then it is not about the county saying `no´ - instead the story goes that `the county contacted us in order to clarify if we could resolve the issue in this and that way´. And then you talk it over together – how can we solve this. (B)

In relation to planning Kildeparken, attention has also been directed towards the ways of cooperating internally in Hedensted municipality. A political steering group was established with the mayor, the head of the board of Technical and Environmental matters and others. Moreover, it is more common than not that the municipality put together formal or informal tailored settings, groups or meetings, where politicians and civil servants clarify conflicting issues.

Thereby we had the opportunity for a face-to-face dialogue. In stead of having meetings where we [the civil servants] stand up and present, followed by decisions taken by the politicians – then it is much more like a small forum where it is possible to talk together… The politicians started to recognise the idea of viewing things in a more coherent way. Perhaps they could also see that having employees who practiced dialogue with the County would perhaps also provide better results. You may get through with more issues because you have the dialogue. And you end up with better solutions. (B)


Fredericia – political anchoring of `Danmark C´
Fredericia has 49.000 inhabitants, and the focus here is on one of the largest plans ever in Denmark for land use development for business.​[4]​ The municipal development project concerns an area of 700 ha, named and branded `Danmark C´ and located around the motorway south from Fredericia and east from Taulov. The project was approved by the local municipal council in June 2002 as part of a masterplan for Fredericia. The idea for the development project came out of a two-day seminar, arranged by the municipal planning board in 1998, in which a range of development problems in the area were debated between local politicians and civil servants.

…it was about the good areas along the motorway, where we had registered a relatively low demand. Another aspect was that Taulov [a nearby business development area] grew slowly, and it was about to grow into new areas where we had to say stop and apply a `helicopter perspective´ before we did anything further. For instance, those areas could also be of interest for national level service facilities and functions, national institutions and a new international railways centre. The third reason was that we wanted a fully developed service infrastructure. (C)

Based in positive planning process experiences concerning local urban renewal in the mid-1990s, a political steering group was established with members from the planning board and the economic board, including the mayor. This was done in order to secure an early and bullet-proof political anchoring of the development project. In general, it seems reasonable to conclude that there has been a significant, rather free and very close cooperation between key politicians and civil servants internally in the municipal organisation.

We have a rather low organisation-level in this municipality. It means that we actually have rather free limits to how tasks are being carried out, and who is attached to a task. To some people it can be deeply frustrating not to have fixed frameworks, to others it provides a lot of opportunities. Here, I think that we [four urban planners in the municipality] understood to use the opportunities coming from the fact that we have not had too many hierarchical structures, in which we had to `clear ´ upwards in the system… We don´t have to go through a lot of decision levels. The way we are organised means that I do not go behind anyone’s back if I get a good idea and call the head of the municipal administration or the mayor. In other municipalities there are a number of levels you have to pass. It is a very capacious municipality (C)

We have also had some general restructuring where we established some groups that discussed how to improve cooperation between politicians and civil servants… Through many years of experience we have learned that cross-bordering cooperation is good. And that the earlier you involve, the better. It has something to do with ownership. (D)

In addition, two key planners behind the development project were released from their tasks in the technical administration so that they could spend all their time on the project. Finally, external relations have been practiced in close cooperation, e.g. with other authorities where local attempts have been made at arguing for and promoting a coherent view of the plans – primarily through direct dialogue and early informal contacts and meetings, rather than through minutes and notes.

We have not written to each other, we have organised meetings. We have also been very prepared to take on dialogues… We have not just forwarded something, but followed up with arguments on where we wanted to go, and what it would take from different road authorities. We are not for minutes and long letters. We are much more inclined to the process and the personal dialogue. (C)

Planning process lessons – what can be learned?
This final section focuses on what the cases can offer in terms of discussing changes in policymaking and planning procedures, settings and processes. In each their way the cases illustrates that the studied urban development often can be viewed as being the result of a somewhat elitist, to some extent project-oriented and also political-administratively dominated planning. However, within those limits there are very clear indications of a move towards a more process- and dialogue-based planning – primarily in the relation between the municipality and other public authorities and internally between municipal sectors and boards. In some cases there are also close collaborate links between the municipality and private actors/companies.

The fact that such a movement was much less visible in Skanderborg could, at least partly, help to explain the apparent lack of clarification in the municipal plan for land use and business development. Unresolved and uncertain relationships with other authorities and internally in the municipal organisation indicate that Skanderborg could benefit from abandoning a top-down oriented approach, and aim to favour more cooperative approaches.

In contrast, the Hedensted and Fredericia cases clearly illustrates that urban development and planning processes should be viewed as social and constructing processes, in which dialogue, openness, combining knowledge and pragmatic local problem solving seems far more impor-tant than sector thinking and professional inwards-looking pride. Dialogue seems to have a concrete positive effect, and contains the potential for better solutions, because it increases the opportunity to find the necessary (often local) knowledge, and because it increases the chance to find new unconventional solutions across existing sectors and disciplines

I think that when you have a good dialogue, then both parties are more open and think more in terms of solutions. For instance when one party starts out with an open question on how to view a problem, rather than saying that you cannot do this and that. You possess some knowledge that is more local – a knowledge that can be used to solve the problem. We have local knowledge on what it is we wanted with this plan in relation to the interest of the county. Are the interests of the county in conflict with our goals, or is it something that we can resolve easily, but that we just didn´t think about in the first place? You are more open and talk more openly together. If it was just phrased as `slam, you cannot do this´, then we might just react with `well, we couldn´t do much about that´. Then you are in the defensive. If, on the other hand, we are faced with an explanation of the interests that they [the county] have to attend to and open questions on how to do that – then it might turn out, that there is really no problem in revising formulations. It has been about finding solutions rather than escalating conflicts. (B)

In Hedensted and Fredericia there was a visible focus on, and consciousness about, the planning process and the creation of ownership and anchoring of decisions. Furthermore, there was a sufficient critical mass of leading actors that wanted and supported more horizontal, free and networking ways of governance. Regulation and governing took place, not through defining tasks top-down, but through shared idea-, vision- and problem-formulation supplemented by delegating out and down the responsibility. Rules-of-the-game for the process was not necessarily defined from top-down, but rather among the participating actors themselves – they found the form that suited them, however within predefined limits. 

It seems quite clear that the involved actors often expressed that these cross-bordering forms of cooperation have been more efficient than earlier sector-limited practices. What has happened seems to be the outcome of apparent collective learning processes and the building and establishment of mutual trust and interdependence between key actors. The actors in the planning processes often knew – or else they often found out – that they could not do without each others knowledge and solution-oriented capabilities. They also knew that failure to achieve success through dialogue would prolong the process unnecessarily and often with an increased use of resources as a result.

In a way we have become much, much more flexible. We have moved from single projects and detailed regulation to working with bigger issues and themes in a mixture of political and administrative groups – where it´s about development, and where you have to act very, very fast. And I think it happens in sort of a selection process – if you cannot deliver flexibility or power when it´s necessary, then I don´t think you will be asked to participate in those groups. (C)

It has become harder in many ways, but also more fun. You work more with others, than you did earlier. (D)

Based on the above mentioned intentions of the Danish Ministry of the Environment, and the lessons learned from the cases, it seems reasonable to suggest that the East Jutland urban corridor would need, and could benefit from, new cross-bordering organisational settings and interactive policymaking and planning processes – similar to the ones found in Hedensted and Fredericia. Such approaches are likely to enable constructive discussions over the establish-ment of long-term urban development visions and goals across the regions and municipalities in the area. This of course requires both economic resources and the combination of know-ledge resources. The Ministry of the Environment could act as a process consultant, facilitator and information-carrier between the new regions and municipalities – but in doing so they should also be very clear about their own views and demands from early on in the process.

It is important that we get a dialogue-project in which it is not just about `who gets there first as a municipality´. The tradition we have for dialogue is something we would much rather use – as opposed to raising official objections against the neighbouring municipality plan. (B)
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^1	  This section is primarily based on Hansen (2006).
^2	  This section is primarily based on an interview with a planner in Skanderborg Municipality (A) and local planning document, secondarily on an interview with a local private company located along the motorway.
^3	  This section is primarily based on an interview with a planner in Hedensted Municipality (B) and on local planning documents.
^4	  This section is primarily based on an interview with two planners in Fredericia Municipality (C and D) and on local planning documents.
